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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 3/28/01 and 9/13/02 are in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the examiner has considered the 
information disclosure statements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claims 1-4, 7, 14, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Eldering et al. (US Pat. No. 6,457,010). 

As to claim 1, Eldering et al disclose a system capable of recommending 
programming/products to a group (i.e., household) (Col. 4, Ln. 9-25) based upon a comparison of 
various characteristics of the program/product (Col. 6, Ln. 1-15) and the user preferences. (Col. 
14, Ln. 18-33 & Col. 4, Ln. 25-61). During the comparison, the system calculates 
average/session values (i.e., recommendation scores), which are used to determine the 
programs/products to be suggested. (Figure 17). Accordingly, Eldering et al anticipate each and 
every limitation of claim 1 . 
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As to claim 2, Eldering et al disclose the system can be used to suggest television 
programs. (Col. 4, Ln. 9-17). Accordingly, Eldering et al anticipate each and every limitation of 
claim 2. 

As to claim 3, Eldering et al disclose the system can be used to suggest programs based 
upon content. (Col 10, Ln. 54-67 thru Col. 11, Ln. 1-3). Accordingly, Eldering et al anticipate 
each and every limitation of claim 3. 

As to claim 4, Eldering et al disclose the system can be used to suggest products. (Col. 4, 
Ln. 52-61). Accordingly, Eldering et al anticipate each and every limitation of claim 4. 

As to claim 7, Eldering et al disclose the system computes the averages, or 
recommendation scores, via an analysis of each user's profile. (Col. 4, Ln. 34-61). Accordingly, 
Eldering et al anticipate each and every limitation of claim 7. 

Claim 17 corresponds to claim 7 and is analyzed and rejected as previously discussed. 

Claim 14 recites the limitations of claim 1 and adds limitations directed to a processor 
and memory device. Regarding limitations also recited in claim 1, the basis of the rejection of 
claim 1 applies here as well. As for the additional limitations recited in claim 14, Eldering et al 
further teach the system contains a memory device and processor used to perform all operations 
of the system. (Col. 7, Ln. 31-39 & Fig. 2). Accordingly, Eldering et al anticipate each and 
every limitation of claim 14. 

The means-plus function claim 21 corresponds to the apparatus claim 14. Thus, it is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
2. Claims 5, 6, 8-13, 15, 16, 18-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Eldering et al in view of White et al. (US Pat. No. 6,628,302). 

Claim 5 recites the method of claim 1 , wherein said recommendation score is computed 
as a weighted average of individual recommendation scores indicating a degree to which said 
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item is likely to be of interest to each of said users. As discussed above, Eldering et al disclose 
all limitations of claim 1, and further disclose that a weighted average is used to calculate the 
probability users will desire certain programs/products. (Col. 12, Ln. 17-36). But, Eldering et al 
fail to specifically disclose whether these averages can be used to indicate the degree to which 
the programs/products are recommended to a group as a whole or to each user individually. 
However, within the same field of endeavor, White et al disclose a system capable of suggesting 
programming to an individual based upon an analysis of a group of users. (Col. 9, Ln. 43-67 thru 
Col. 10, Ln. 1-2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of 
applicant's invention to combine the system of Eldering et al with the system of White et al in 
order to provide a system capable of both recommending content to the group as a whole as well 
as to each individual. [However, note that Eldering could potentially be read broadly enough to 
encompass the limitations of claim 5. This is because the examiner reads claim 5 as 
encompassing two possible interpretations: (1) the recommendation score indicates the degree 
to which said item is likely to be of interest to each user individually or (2) the recommendation 
score indicates the degree to which said item is likely to be of interest to each user as a group. 
(2) differs from (1) in that (1) calls for an individual score for each user, while (2) calls for one 
group score which corresponds to the overall average of each individual user. Eldering et al 
anticipates interpretation (2) but may not encompass interpretation (I). Therefore, in the 
alternative White et al disclose the broader interpretation (I).] 

Claims 12, 15, and 19 correspond to claim 5. Accordingly, each is analyzed and rejected 
as previously discussed. 
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Claim 6 recites the method of claim 1, wherein said recommendation score is computed 
as a straight average of individual recommendation scores indicating a degree to which said item 
is likely to be of interest to each of said users. As discussed above, Eldering et al disclose all 
limitations of claim 1, and further disclose that time average values (i.e., straight average) can be 
used to determine the household interest profile. (Col. 13. Ln. 14-20). But, also as noted above, 
Eldering et al fail to specifically disclose whether these averages can be used to indicate the 
degree to which the programs/products are recommended to a group as a whole or to each user 
individually. However, within the same field of endeavor, White et al disclose this limitation. 
[the same rationale used for claim 5 also forms the basis here]. Accordingly, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of applicant's invention to combine 
the system of Eldering et al with the system of White et al in order to provide an alternative 
method of computing averages used to determine suggested programs. 

Claims 13, 16, and 20 correspond to claim 6. Each is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Claim 8 recites a method for recommending an item to a group of users, comprising the 
steps of: 

a. identifying said group of users; 

b. generating an individual recommendation score for said item for each of said 
users, said individual recommendation scores based on features of said item and 
preferences of said corresponding user; and 

c. generating a combined recommendation score for said item based on said 
individual recommendation scores. 
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As to sub-element "a" and "c", Eldering's system is capable of identifying a household 
(i.e., group of users). (Col. 4, Ln. 9-25). Moreover, the system is capable of generating a 
combined score based upon the individual user preferences. (Col. 14, Ln. 18-33 & Col. 4, Ln. 
25-61). 

However, Eldering et al fail to disclose the limitation of sub-element "b." However, 
within the same field of endeavor, White et al disclose a system capable of suggesting 
programming to an individual based upon an analysis of a group of users. (Col. 9, Ln. 43-67 thru 
Col. 10, Ln. 1-2). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in this art at 
the time of applicant's invention to combine the system of Eldering et al with the system of 
White et al in order to provide a system capable of both suggesting content to an individual as 
well as a group. 

Claims 9, 10, and 11 correspond to claims 2, 3, and 4, respectively. However, claims 9, 
10, and 11 contain an additional limitation recited in claim 8. Accordingly, in respect to those 
limitations incorporated by reference from claim 8, claims 9, 10, and 11 are analyzed and 
rejected accordingly. As for those limitations specifically recited in claims 9, 10, and 11, which 
correspond to those recited in claims 2, 3, and 4 respectively, they are analyzed as rejected 
accordingly. 

Claim 18 recites a system for recommending an item to a group of users, comprising: 

a. a memory for storing computer readable code; and 

b. a processor operatively coupled to said memory, said processor configured to: 
1 . identify said group of users; 
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2. 



generate an individual recommendation score for said item for each of said 



users, said individual recommendation scores based on features of said 



item and preferences of said corresponding user; and 



3. 



generate a combined recommendation score for said item based on said 



individual recommendation scores. 



Claim 18 contains all limitations of claim 8 5 only adding the limitations addressed toward 
a memory device and processor. As discussed above, Eldering and White contain all limitations 
of claim 8, and Eldering's system further contains a memory device and processor, which handle 
all operations of the system. (Col. 7, Ln. 31-39 & Fig. 2). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of applicant's invention to further modify 
the combined system of Eldering and White to also encompass the memory and processing 
component of Eldering in order to provide processing and memory capabilities on the client side. 

Claim 22 corresponds to claim 18, therefore, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Alexander et al (US Pat. No. 6,177,931) disclose a system capable of analyzing 
the viewing profiles of others in order to recommend programs to individual 



users. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jade O. Laye whose telephone number is (703) 308-6107. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon. 7:30am-3pm, Tues.-Fri. 7:30-4pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (703) 305-4795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Examiner's Initials 
December 29, 2004 
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